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Committee on Transporiation and Iufrastruchure
.S, Douse of Representatives

Bl Sy Washington BE 20315 B 8. Befio
Chpirman Ranking Menther

SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER

TO: Members, Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation
FROM: Staff, Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation
RE: Hearing on “Implementation of Coast Guard Programs™

PURPOSE

The Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation will hold a hearing on
Wednesday, March 7, 2018, at 2:00 p.m., in 2167 Rayburn House Office Building to examine
the implementation of certain Coast Guard Programs. The Subcommittee will also examine a
new report investigating the cost implications of building fishing vessels to classification
standards. Witnesses from the United States Coast Guard (Coast Guard or Service) and the
Government Accountability Office (GAO) will testify.

BACKGROUND

This hearing builds upon the Subcommittee’s previous hearings focused on the Service’s
mission performance and long-term planning for the acquisition of major systems. Those
hearings included extensive reviews of Coast Guard acquisition programs, as well as reviews of
the Service’s workforce composition and shoreside infrastructure needs. Additionally, prior
hearings examined the Coast Guard’s operational planning and its development of objective
goals and metrics to track and measure performance. This hearing furthers the Subcommittee’s
ongoing oversight of these important Coast Guard activities. In addition, the hearing will allow
the Subcommittee to further long-standing efforts to improve maritime safety in the fishing
industry by receiving input on the implications of policy changes made in 2010 and 2012
affecting the construction of commercial fishing vessels.

Performance Information Transparency and Monitoring

The Coast Guard has 11 statutory missions (6 U.S.C. § 648): marine safety; search and
rescue; aids to navigation; living marine resources (fisheries law enforcement); marine
environmental protection; ice operations; ports, waterways and coastal security; drug
interdiction; migrant interdiction; defense readiness, and other law enforcement. As required by
the Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-120), the GAO recently completed a report
entitled Actions Needed to Enhance Performance Information Transparency and Monitoring
(GAQ-18-13), addressing whether the Coast Guard’s annual performance goals and reported
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performance information accurately reflects the extent to which the Service is accomplishing its
mission responsibilities. GAO found the following:

— Goals representing five of the 11 missions do not fully address all related mission
activities, and developing new or adjusting existing goals could better convey the Coast
Guard’s performance.

— The Coast Guard does not sufficiently report its performance goals and actual
performance in publicly available documents, limiting congressional and public
awareness of the Service’s ability to meet its missions.

The Coast Guard is a complex organization and accurately capturing performance across
all of its missions is a complicated endeavor. Nevertheless, it is critical that the Service establish
performance measures that address all mission activities and that actual performance be reported
accurately and routinely to Congress and the public.

Five-Year Capital Investment Plan

Coast Guard mission requirements often require capital investment in assets and
equipment (e.g., vessels, aircraft, shore infrastructure, information technologies, etc.), which
should be reflected in its Capital Investment Plan (CIP). Section 2902 of title 14, United States
Code, requires the Commandant of the Coast Guard to submit a CIP to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure each year in conjunction with the Administration’s respective
budget request. The CIP identifies projected funding levels over the next five fiscal years for
each major acquisition, as well as estimated timelines and total costs to complete each such
acquisition (note: a “major acquisition program” means an ongoing acquisition with a life-cycle
cost estimate greater than or equal to $300 million). The purpose of the CIP is to ensure
Congress has adequate information to conduct proper oversight of the Service’s capital budget,
acquisition plans, mission needs, and readiness to conduct operations in future years.

The Commandant has testified before the Subcommittee that the Service requires $2
billion per year in Acquisition, Construction and Improvement funds to meet the operational
needs of the Service. The CIP does not provide for that level of investment. The Commandant
has testified that the Service needs new cutters and aircraft, yet the CIP does not include funding
to deliver new assets in a timely manner to replace aged legacy assets. Likewise, the Service
consistently speaks of a major funding shortfall to build and repair shore infrastructure (the
current shore infrastructure backlog is estimated at over $1.6 billion), yet the Coast Guard
regularly requests only nominal funding for shore infrastructure projects (e.g., only $10 million
requested in fiscal year (FY) 2018). Because the CIP does not accurately reflect current mission
requirements, Congress is left to set priorities for the Coast Guard without appropriate
administrative guidance.

The GAO has criticized Coast Guard CIPs for failing to accurately reflect cost and
schedule impacts from funding shortfalls. The 2014 GAO report entitled Better Information on
Performance and Funding Needed to Address Shortfalls (GAQ-14-450), recommended that the
Coast Guard be required to regularly update the estimated timelines and total costs to complete
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each acquisition based upon actual appropriations provided by Congress, as opposed to projected
funding levels. The Coast Guard continues to under-deliver in these areas.

The Coast Guard submitted the FY 2018-2022 CIP on October 24, 2017, over five
months after it should have been submitted with the President’s budget. Even though Congress
annually has withheld $85 million of operational funding until the CIP is received, the Coast
Guard has failed to meet the deadline each year since the requirement was first implemented in
FY 2013. In addition to being late, the CIP was less than helpful, as most of the Life Cycle Cost
Estimates (LCCE:s) that form the basis for the acquisition project cost estimates and schedules
are outdated. The information provided does not align with reality. Without updates to the
LCCEs, Congress is unable to analyze the over $7.6 billion in funding the Coast Guard plans to
request in FY 2018 to FY 2022.

The following is a partial list of CIP deficiencies regarding the Coast Guard’s major
acquisition programs:

- National Security Cutter (NSC): The estimates, projections, and schedules are
based on an LCCE completed in September 2014, despite the Coast Guard being
appropriated funding for construction of a ninth NSC in December 2015 and
awarding the construction contract for it in December 2016, and then receiving
appropriations for long lead time materials for a tenth NSC in May 2017, The
CIP, however, does not account for the impacts of adding additional vessels to the
NSC fleet or of the $735 million appropriated for that purpose.

- Offshore Patrol Cutter (OPC): The estimates, projections, and schedules provided
in the CIP are based on an LCCE from March 2012, even though the Coast Guard
awarded the OPC Phase I construction contract in 2016. The CIP does not take
into account the actual known production costs and schedules.

~ Fast Response Cutter (FRC): The estimates, projections, and schedules are based
on an LCCE from February 2015, despite awarding the FRC Phase II construction
contract in February 2016. The CIP does incorporate the most recent cost and
schedule information.

~ HC-1307J Aircraft: The estimates, projections, and schedules are based on an
LCCE from November 2011, despite major changes to the program in the past six
years. The CIP does not acknowledge the transfer of Coast Guard HC-130H
aircraft to the Forest Service and the Coast Guard’s receipt of HC-27]J aircraft
from the Air Force. Similarly, the CIP also fails to account for appropriations
provided for several HC-130]J aircraft which were not requested in the President’s
budget or accounted for in initial planning documents,

Between FY 2013 and FY 2017, Congress appropriated over $2 billion more for
acquisitions than the Coast Guard requested to meet emerging needs and appropriately position
the Service to meet all mission demands.
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The Coast Guard’s failure to ensure CIP investment levels accurately reflect mission
requirements and to adjust acquisition documentation to reflect reality leaves Congress without
reliable input and data on which to base future appropriations and perform proper oversight.

Commercial Fishing Vessel Classification

Commercial fishing vessels are uninspected vessels under U.S. law, meaning the Coast
Guard generally does not have the authority to inspect the vessels during construction or
maintenance. Since 1988, pursuant to the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act of
1988 (P.L. 100-424), commercial fish processing vessels have been required to be built and
maintained to classification society standards. Such standards include the use of a naval
architect and a classification society surveyor; the use of classification society approved
materials by the shipyard; and the classification society assessing vessel stability, assigning a
loading mark, and issuing loading directions to the owner. A vessel built to these standards
receives a certificate indicating compliance with classification standards.

The Coast Guard Authorization Acts of 2010 (P.L. 111-281) and 2012 (P.L. 112-213)
expanded the class requirements to catcher vessels and fish tender vessels. These Acts also
directed the Coast Guard to develop an Alternate Safety Compliance Program (ASCP) for
commercial fishing vessels between 50-79 feet, built before July 1, 2013, and 25 years or older.
To date, the Coast Guard has not issued guidance or regulations for either the class or alternate
safety compliance requirements. Instead, in 2016, the Coast Guard developed an Enhanced
Oversight Program, using existing policy and authorities, focused on older non-classed fishing
vessels that may have an increased risk of vessel and crew loss.

The Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2015 established an additional safety compliance
program for new-build vessels (at least 50 feet overall in length, and not more than 79 feet
overall in length). Program requirements stipulate that:

(1) The vessel is designed by an individual licensed by a state as a naval architect or
marine engineer, and the design incorporates standards equivalent to those prescribed
by a classification society to which the Secretary has delegated authority under
section 3316 or another qualified organization approved by the Secretary for purposes
of this paragraph.

(2) Construction of the vessel is overseen and certified as being in accordance with its
design by a marine surveyor of an organization accepted by the Secretary.

(3) The vessel—
(A) completes a stability test performed by a qualified individual;
(B) has written stability and loading instructions from a qualified individual that
are provided to the owner or operator; and
(C) has an assigned loading mark.

(4) The vessel is not substantially altered without the review and approval of an
individual licensed by a state as a naval architect or marine engineer before the
beginning of such substantial alteration.

4
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(5) The vessel undergoes a condition survey at least twice in five years, not to exceed
three years between surveys, to the satisfaction of a marine surveyor of an
organization accepted by the Secretary.

(6) The vessel undergoes an out-of-water survey at least once every five years to the
satisfaction of a certified marine surveyor of an organization accepted by the Secretary.

Despite that requirement, the Coast Guard has not issued any guidance or regulations to
implement this new ASCP. While the use of ASCPs provides greater flexibility and potential
cost savings to owners of smaller commercial fishing vessels, the lack of regulatory action or
issuance of guidance to implement these programs contributes to confusion among the owners of
commercial fishing vessels and the shipbuilding industry. The Coast Guard is working through
the regulatory process to update its existing regulations to address the classification requirements
of the 2010, 2012, and 2015 Acts. The commercial fishing industry has raised concerns about
the cost of building and maintaining fishing vessels to class. The Coast Guard hopes to complete
this more formal policy by December 31, 2018.

The Coast Guard Authorization of 2015 required GAQ to review commercial fishing
vessel safety, including the costs and benefits of classing commercial fishing vessels. The report
entitled Commercial Fishing Vessels: More Information Needed to Improve Classification
Implementation (GAO-18-16), notes that there was only a very small data set of six fishing
vessels (four were fish processors already required to be built to class since 1988) that have been
built under the classification system since 2013. The report recommends that the Coast Guard
work with the National Institute for Occupational Health and Safety, the National Marine
Fisheries Service, and other federal agencies to collect reliable data on the number of active U.S.
commercial fishing vessel and the fisheries in which they operate, as well as key vessel
characteristics, including, but are not limited to, vessel age and length. It recommends that the
data collected be used to assess commercial fishing vessel accidents, injuries, and fatalities.
GAO also recommends that the Coast Guard develop regulations or guidance to address
questions concerning the classification and the ASCP approaches to the design, construction, and
maintenance of fishing vessels.

WITNESS LIST

Rear Admiral Linda Fagan
Deputy Commandant for Operations, Policy, and Capabilities
United States Coast Guard

Mr. Nathan Anderson
Acting Director
Homeland Security and Justice
Government Accountability Office



IMPLEMENTATION OF COAST GUARD
PROGRAMS

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 7, 2018

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON COAST GUARD AND MARITIME
TRANSPORTATION,
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:04 p.m., in room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Duncan Hunter (Chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. HUNTER. The subcommittee will come to order.

Good afternoon. Without objection, the Chair is authorized to de-
clare a recess at any time.

The subcommittee is convening today to examine the implemen-
tation of certain Coast Guard programs, including those involving
performance monitoring, the Service’s Capital Investment Plan,
and commercial fishing vessel safety.

It is important that Congress understands the Coast Guard’s
ability to meet its missions. The Coast Guard conducts search and
rescue, drug interdiction, and defense readiness activities on a
daily basis, yet it is unclear how the Service tracks these activities.
Members of the committee rely on the Service to report its perform-
ance to Congress and to the public.

To ensure a full understanding of the Service’s abilities, the
Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2016 required the Government
Accountability Office to look at whether the Coast Guard’s annual
performance goals and reported performance information accu-
rately reflects the extent to which the Service is accomplishing its
mission responsibilities. GAO found that the Coast Guard goals do
not address all mission activities and that the Service does not suf-
ficiently report its performance goals and actual performance.

In addition to recognizing the degree to which the Coast Guard
is able to accomplish its missions today, it is also critical that the
committee understands how the Service plans to do so in the fu-
ture. The Capital Investment Plan is supposed to reflect the capital
investments necessary to meet mission requirements in the future.
Unfortunately, the Coast Guard submits the CIP late every year,
precluding its use to properly inform appropriation and authoriza-
tion legislation.

When a CIP is finally delivered, its profile often does not align
with the needs of the Service as reported by the Commandant and
other senior leaders. The Coast Guard says it needs new cutters
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and aircraft, yet the CIP contains outdated information that does
not include funding to match those stated needs.

As a glaring example, despite an over $1.5 billion funding short-
fall to build and maintain shore infrastructure, the Coast Guard re-

uests only nominal funding, $10 million—so I will say that again,
%1.5 billion, as stated by the Commandant and other senior lead-
ers—and the Coast Guard requested $10 million in 2018 and $30
million for fiscal year 2019 for shore infrastructure projects.

Rather than providing the information necessary to understand
and support Service priorities, the Coast Guard relies on Congress
to set those priorities by appropriating funding above the requested
levels. Unfortunately, the Coast Guard has failed to adjust acquisi-
tion documents to reflect the funding for additional assets, less-
ening the reliability and value of the information provided in the
CIP.

The Coast Guard’s failure to ensure CIP investment levels accu-
rately reflect its mission requirements and prior appropriations
leaves Congress without reliable information on which to base fu-
ture appropriations and perform proper oversight.

One Coast Guard mission area on which Congress has provided
significant direction is commercial fishing and vessel safety. Con-
gressional requirements regarding the construction and mainte-
nance of commercial fishing vessels were enacted in 1988 and ex-
panded in 2010, 2012, and 2016. In addition, Congress directed the
Coast Guard to implement regulations regarding vessel classifica-
tion requirements and establish alternate safety compliance pro-
grams to allow smaller and older vessels to comply with require-
ments more suited to their unique characteristics.

Unfortunately, the Coast Guard has failed to act on those direc-
tives. Instead, in 2016 the Coast Guard developed a, quote, “En-
hanced Oversight Program” using existing policies and authorities
focusing on older, nonclassified, nonclass fishing vessels that may
have had an increased risk of vessel and crew loss.

At the same time, the committee heard concerns from the com-
mercial fishing industry regarding the lack of communication from
the Coast Guard on the development of required alternate safety
compliance programs. The Enhanced Oversight Program did not al-
leviate those concerns due to questions about the program being
permanent or temporary, and if temporary, whether the Coast
Guard would work with industry to develop the alternate safety
compliance programs required by law.

GAO reviewed the Coast Guard’s implementation of commercial
fishing vessel classification requirements and its impact on new
vessel construction and will provide testimony on their findings
today. I look forward to hearing from the Coast Guard on where
the Service stands on implementing all of these requirements and
more that I have mentioned.

I thank our witnesses for being here today, and I look forward
to hearing their thoughts on the issues.

Mr. Garamendi.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You have covered all
of the issues that are before the committee and the concerns that
the committee has. I would, therefore, like to for the record put my
statement in. It deals with not only the issues you raised, but some
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of the other things that are before us, which are probably not going
to be taken up today because of the time element that we have.

Without a doubt, for us to do our job of authorization as well as
oversight we need to have a solid foundation. Mr. Chairman, you
went through that not only with the CIP, but also with the fishing
vessel issue.

So let’s get on with it. My statement will be in the record for
anybody that cares to search through the history.

Mr. HUNTER. Without objection.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you. I yield back.

[Congressman Garamendi’s prepared statement is on pages 25-27.]

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the ranking member.

Today we will hear testimony from Rear Admiral Linda Fagan,
Deputy Commandant for Operations Policy and Capability, United
States Coast Guard, and Mr. Nathan Anderson, Acting Director of
Homeland Security and Justice, Government Accountability Office.

Rear Admiral Fagan, you are recognized to give your statement.

TESTIMONY OF REAR ADMIRAL LINDA L. FAGAN, DEPUTY
COMMANDANT FOR OPERATIONS POLICY AND CAPABILITY,
U.S. COAST GUARD; AND NATHAN ANDERSON, ACTING DI-
RECTOR, HOMELAND SECURITY AND JUSTICE, U.S. GOVERN-
MENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

Admiral FAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Garamendi,
and distinguished members of the subcommittee. I appreciate the
opportunity to testify today and ask that my written testimony
please be accepted into the record.

Mr. HUNTER. Without objection.

Admiral FAGAN. Thank you for the enduring support and trust
that Congress and this subcommittee have provided to the United
States Coast Guard. The recent supplemental appropriation for
hurricane response allows the Service to rebuild damaged infra-
structure and remain resilient into the future. The Coast Guard is
an integral part of many of these communities that suffered dam-
age, and we were also impacted, as were the communities, and are
committed to continuing to execute our missions in these regions.

The Coast Guard operates in an increasingly complex world and
strives to make the best use of the limited resources we have at
our disposal. Through a deliberate approach known as the Stand-
ard Operational Planning Process, we continuously evaluate mari-
time threats and opportunities and develop plans to achieve mis-
sion success.

Using national, departmental, and service strategies as guide-
posts, we leverage the intelligence community and this planning
process to employ a risk-based approach to prioritize assets where
they are needed most. Tactical commanders benefit from this proc-
ess and have the flexibility to allocate resources on scene, ulti-
mately allowing us to address maritime threats with the greatest
precision and effect.

The planning process is guided by an annual strategic review to
assess performance with robust metrics, identify operational gaps,
and delineate steps needed to close them. We are appreciative of
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the GAQO’s recent review of the performance assessment system,
and we are working to incorporate the recommendations of con-
tinual improvement in this regard. And the agility of this system
was applied during the hurricane responses this past summer
when we mobilized and deployed nearly 3,000 members and helped
rescue over 11,000 people in need.

The performance measures we will discuss today are a result of
a responsive, transparent, repeatable planning process. We
shouldn’t lose sight of the danger these measures reflect to our
men and women who conduct frontline operations, and the deci-
sions we make based on these metrics drive operational change in
the field that affect our Coast Guard members. These are not just
members, there are both public and Coast Guard lives on the line
in these mission sets.

This risk is always present with me as I work on policy and
resourcing here in Washington, and I would like to share with you
a story of how the system has impacted just myself personally.

My daughter is a junior officer serving on one of our legacy cut-
ters, a 210-foot cutter. It is 53 years old, out of Port Angeles, Wash-
ington. And this past October the Active was deployed into the
Eastern Pacific in support of our Western Hemisphere strategy.

An aircraft detected two pangas that appeared to be engaged in
illicit activity. Three o’clock in the morning the Coast Guard cutter
Active launched their small boat to intercept and interdict the two
pangas. One panga remained stationary, but the other fled with
contraband on board, and the cutter small boat gave chase, high-
f)peeal chase, as the smugglers were discharging contraband over-

oard.

In the darkness and at high speed the cutter small boat and the
panga collided. Following the collision, the panga swiftly surren-
dered and the Active’s crew successfully apprehended the smug-
glers and more than 800 kilograms of cocaine.

Thankfully, no one was hurt in the incident, but for me and for
all of us the case is symbolic of the operations that the Service un-
dertakes 24/7/365, and highlights the risk our men and women face
in efforts to secure our borders, stop criminals, and save lives.

The Active was directed to the Eastern Pacific as a result of this
operational planning system and our Western Hemisphere strategy
provided the framework for operations, and intelligence helped
showcase the threat in this particular asset. And it was an oper-
ational commander that directed my daughter’s ship to face this
dangerous mission set.

The Coast Guard’s strategic planning process works. History has
proven that a responsive, capable, and agile Coast Guard, using a
deliberate planning process, is an indispensable instrument of na-
tional security.

To protect American security and economic interests the Coast
Guard continues to improve its strategic planning system. We look
forward to continue to invest smartly in capabilities, maintain our
technological edge, recruit, develop, and retain a highly capable
workforce in order to succeed in this increasingly complex environ-
ment.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before you today,
and I look forward to your questions.
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Mr. HUNTER. Thank you, Admiral.

Mr. Anderson, I understand this is your first time.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. HUNTER. Good. Go ahead.

Mr. ANDERSON. Chairman Hunter, Ranking Member Garamendi,
and members of the subcommittee, good afternoon.

My testimony today is primarily based on work we have con-
ducted over the past few years. I will address Coast Guard actions
needed to improve the quality of data used for program manage-
ment and improve the transparency of information used for report-
ing on its mission performance and capital planning.

With regard to data quality, we have issued three reports over
the past 2 years which underscore the need to collect and use qual-
ity data to make informed decisions. Our recent report on commer-
cial fishing vessel safety illustrates the need for the Coast Guard
to improve the completeness of mission data.

Commercial fishing has one of the highest death rates of any in-
dustry in the United States. Vessel disasters are the leading cause
of fatalities among fishers. Although the Coast Guard investigates
these incidents, we found that rates of accidents, injuries, and fa-
talities involving commercial fishing vessels cannot be determined.
Reliable data are either not maintained or are not collected by the
Coast Guard or other Federal agencies.

Having this information could be useful to carrying out the Coast
Guard’s marine safety mission. The Coast Guard reported that it
is taking some actions to address our recommendations, and we
will continue to monitor these actions.

Our review of Coast Guard strategic planning illustrates the
need for the Coast Guard to also use data on actual asset perform-
ance to inform its allocations of assets to field units. We found that
the Coast Guard’s strategic allocations of assets were based on un-
realistic assumptions about the asset performance capacities.

They also did not take into account actual asset condition or
maintenance needs. For example, the Coast Guard operates cutters
that are 40 to 50 years old. These cutters are hampered by me-
chanical problems requiring emergency dry dock repairs, which re-
sults in reduced availability to carry out their missions.

Officials from one field unit told us that they had planned for
575 hours per vessel per year for one type of cutter in contrast to
the headquarters’ assumption of 825 hours performance capacity
for the same asset. As a result, direction from headquarters, which
is based on asset performance capacity rather than actual perform-
ance hours, did not provide the field with realistic goals for allo-
cating assets by mission.

Now, our review of Coast Guard performance information illus-
trates the need for the Coast Guard to also improve the data it
uses for establishing its performance goals. For example, the Coast
Guard has two performance goals related to its drug interdiction
mission. While the two goals capture performance data related to
cocaine, they do not capture performance data for any other illegal
drugs that the Coast Guard interdicts.

We and others, including the DHS [Department of Homeland Se-
curity] inspector general, have reported on the need for measures
to accurately assess progress toward achieving desired outcomes.
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We recommended that the Coast Guard develop additional goals to
address mission activity gaps or explain why certain aspects of mis-
sion performance are measured while others are not.

Let me now turn to the issue of transparency.

Our recent reports have identified areas in which the Coast
Guard could improve transparency of information used for capital
planning. For example, our work on the Coast Guard’s annual 5-
year Capital Investment Plan found that the plan does not consist-
ently show the effects of tradeoffs that are made as part of the an-
nual budget cycle. This could make it difficult for the Coast Guard
to afford its planned program of record.

In 2014 we recommended developing a 20-year plan that identi-
fies all necessary recapitalization efforts and any fiscal resources
likely necessary to build these assets. In our recent work we have
continued to emphasize the importance of this type of capital plan-
ning.

The Coast Guard generally concurred with our recommendations
and is in various stages of implementing them. For example, in
2016 the Coast Guard revised its mission needs statement. This
statement provides a basic foundation for the long-term investment
planning that is to serve as the basis for evaluating the effective-
ness of various fleet mixes.

However, the 2016 mission needs statement did not identify spe-
cific assets the Coast Guard needs to achieve its missions. It also
did not update the annual hours the Coast Guard needs from each
asset class to complete its missions.

It is unclear when the 20-year plan will be completed, but its
analysis could serve as the foundation for understanding potential
tradeoffs that could be made across the Coast Guard’s portfolio of
acquisitions to better meet mission needs within realistic funding
levels. Such an analysis would facilitate a fuller understanding of
the affordability challenges facing the Coast Guard.

In closing, our work has found that the Coast Guard can do more
in terms of collecting, using, and improving the transparency of in-
formation to help meet its mission.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I would be happy
to take any questions you may have.

Mr. HUNTER. Thank you, Mr. Anderson.

Admiral, let’s start here. I want to make it clear so you know
what this hearing is about. It is about the implementation of Coast
Guard programs. This isn’t about whether the Coast Guard does its
job or not, because the Coast Guard does its job. It is not about the
coastguardsmen not taking risks, because they take risks every day
in defense of this Nation. You have 11 statutory missions. We are
not talking about that at all.

We are talking about things like this, and we will start with this
one. The Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2010 required the fol-
lowing for seamen’s shoreside access. Do you know what that
means, seamen’s shoreside access?

Admiral FAGAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do.

Mr. HUNTER. OK. I will read it for the record here. “Each facility
security plan approved under section 70103(c) of title 46, United
States Code, shall provide a system for seamen assigned to a vessel
at that facility, pilots, and representatives of seamen’s welfare and
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labor organizations to board and depart the vessel through the fa-
cility in a timely manner at no cost to the individual.” That was
2010.

Every year since 2015, which is 5 years after 2010, the Coast
Guard has said that the seafarer access final rule will be issued in
the near future. Is it issued?

Admiral FAGAN. No, Mr. Chairman. The final rule is with the ad-
ministration. And I am happy to provide a detailed brief once it is
cleared. But it is in clearance with the administration.

Mr. HUNTER. So I will just add these up. That is 8 years.

Let’s go on to the next one. Between 2013 and 2017 Congress ap-
propriated over $2 billion more for acquisitions than the Coast
Guard requested in order to meet emerging needs and appro-
priately position the Service to meet all the mission demands. For
the past five budget cycles, that is 10 years, Congress has appro-
priated $2 billion more for Coast Guard acquisitions than was re-
quested.

Why is that? That is 10 years, five budget cycles—or is that 5
years? Am I thinking terms or years? Five years, sorry, so we will
just go 8, there is 5.

Admiral FAGAN. So, sir, I am not sure I completely understand.

Mr. HUNTER. So we—let me phrase it easier. Congress gives you
more than you ask for, knowing what you need somehow better
than you know, and that is where the GAO metrics come in. And
what I am learning this year in the Department of Defense and all
the different acquisition changes that we are doing, the metrics
that you are using, whether it is you dotted the i’s or crossed your
t’s or did every process point that you were supposed to do, your
outcomes are what we want to measure. And we want to measure
those, your time outcomes, as well.

Your time metrics are horrible. I mean, if this was an F-35 being
built or boats being built, which you went through boats being built
with no actual boats being built but spending billions of dollars,
that is what this is coming from. There are no metrics for us, for
GAO, or for the public to see that you are accomplishing what you
are telling us you are going to be accomplishing in the future.

And go ahead and tell us why you don’t request the $2 billion
for the last 5 years that we have added on to make sure that you
can do your jobs.

Admiral FAGAN. So, Mr. Chairman, I would like to talk to how
we do utilize metrics. And I talked in my opening remarks about
the operational planning process that we use for a repeatable, re-
curring, predictable process that allows us to make resourcing deci-
sions and resource allocations against the 11 statutory missions. It
is a key part of iterating and continuing to approve.

We absolutely engage with the budget process, understand the
important oversight role that this committee plays in ensuring that
the Coast Guard is properly budgeted and resourced.

Mr. HUNTER. I don’t understand. Why is it $2 billion short every
year when we give you the $2 billion that you need? And you spend
all of it. I mean, you don’t say, “we don’t need that,” and there is
$2 billion left over every year, right?

Admiral FAGAN. Yes, sir. And the Commandant has testified and
has been very consistent in the need for a stable, recurring $2 bil-
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lion CIP, 5 percent annualized O&M growth, and the need to begin
having stable and recurring money, %300 million a year, to begin
to buy back some of the shoreside backlog that the Service cur-
rently has.

And we certainly appreciate all of the support that the adminis-
tration and this committee have given us in ensuring that we are
resourced in a manner that helps us continue to meet our mission
needs and requirements.

Mr. HUNTER. OK. So we will hit CIP here last. It is always late.
And from what I was looking through and reading the materials
up to this, it looks like the life-cycle cost estimates are always off.
The last one, the last CIP you had for the NSCs [National Security
Cutters], didn’t even have the new NSCs on it, the ones that were
appropriated for that the Senate put in, the extra NSC.

If you could speak to the CIP. Is it the process within the Coast
Guard that it is all fouled up so it is not able to be done on time
for the President’s budget request and for our authorization process
for the Coast Guard bill? I mean, what is the problem and what
will help?

Admiral FAGAN. So, sir, I acknowledge that the CIP, the fiscal
year 2019 CIP is late. We are as anxious to deliver the CIP to the
committee and our overseers as you are to receive it. I assure you
that it is a critical document to us as it is to you, and we are work-
ing with due diligence and a sense of urgency to complete that doc-
ument.

So the bad news is it is late, I acknowledge that. We are working
to be responsive and deliver it to this committee, sir.

The good news is when the CIP is delivered some of the life-cycle
cost estimates, particularly with regard to the NSC, will have been
updated and revised, and I think you will be pleased to see that
progress, sir.

Mr. HUNTER. And hopefully it will be 2018 and not 2016 or 2017.

Admiral FAGAN. Yes, sir. I am hopeful that we will deliver the
fiscal year 2019 CIP shortly, sir.

Mr. HUNTER. All right.

Mr. Garamendi.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Your line of ques-
tions raises a significant problem for us in that we are given infor-
mation about what the Coast Guard wants and it is significantly
different from what we anticipate the Coast Guard needs, and you
were referring to the couple billion dollars annually.

I would like to go into the process a little more deeply here. The
budgeting process generally begins with OMB [Office of Manage-
ment and Budget] sending the various departments its expecta-
tions, that is OMB’s expectations for the coming year. You then
have a pass back and OMB then checks that out, and then that
eventually becomes the President’s budget.

Is that essentially what happens here?

Admiral FAGAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thought so. So the question is, is it an answer
to the chairman’s question that the problem begins with OMB
sending the Coast Guard a minimum budget that doesn’t reflect
what we perceive the needs of the Coast Guard to be? And I am
not sure you want to answer that. Let me just make that a state-
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ment. My recollection when I was at the Department of the Inte-
rior, that is how it works, and so there is a constant tension back
and forth.

What we need, therefore, is at the end of our process to have a
clarity over the 5-year period as to what is expected, what we ex-
pect the Coast Guard to do that is consistent with our authoriza-
tion. Can the Coast Guard provide that information to us without
OMB sidetracking the data?

Admiral FAGAN. We engage in the budget process as you have
outlined it, sir, and we are working with a sense of urgency and
diligence to deliver that 5-year outlook to the committee. We under-
stand how critical it is for the oversight and investment decisions
that need to be made, and we are fully engaged with the budgetary
process, sir.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Perhaps a way that we could address this issue
is that at the conclusion of our annual or semiannual authorization
for the Coast Guard we have authorized a plan, a certain number
of ships for this class or that class, certain number of personnel
and so forth for the out-years. And perhaps maybe the answer here
is for us to require the Coast Guard to report its progress in the
authorization that we have provided in the most recent reauthor-
ization of the Coast Guard functions.

Could the Coast Guard do that without OMB screwing up the
numbers? I should not add that last clause to it. Let me just say,
could the Coast Guard report back on its progress in meeting the
authorized activities?

Admiral FAGAN. Sir, we would absolutely be responsive to the de-
sire to understand how the authorizations have been executed.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I think there may be a way of having the Coast
Guard be responsive to the authorization, rather than responsive
to the annual instructions from OMB. I will just let that hang out
there and consider that myself and perhaps with the chairman and
staff that that might be way we can be up to date and require that
the Coast Guard at least be responsive to what we have authorized
to be done, recognizing that we are not the only player in the game.
Certainly the President and the administration are as they allocate
in their minds the resources of the Nation.

Just generally, Mr. Anderson, it appears as though your report
indicates that the Coast Guard is making steps to and progress in
answering the performance questions that you, GAO, have raised
over the years. Is that correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, that is correct. And I would like to applaud
the Coast Guard for concurring with virtually all of our rec-
ommendations on improving data quality in the context of perform-
ance goals.

I would also like to note that the Coast Guard routinely develops
corrective actions and articulates those corrective actions when a
goal is unmet. They put these corrective actions into the APR [An-
nual Performance Report], and we applaud them for that.

I think our point on the corrective action score in terms of those
unmet goals is that some of the corrective actions aren’t measur-
able or time bound, and those are criteria that we would like to see
for full closure of those recommendations.
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Mr. GARAMENDI. OK. Before the chairman disciplines me, I will
yield back.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Weber, you are recognized.

Mr. WEBER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral Fagan, a couple of questions for you.

Does the administration get periodic updates or do they just
when the OMB—when you all come in for a request, does the OMB
just get it once a year and look at it?

Admiral FAGAN. So, again, sir, we fully engage in the budget
process at all of the multiple steps and endeavor to be responsive
to each of the pieces in the process as the President’s budget is de-
veloped.

Mr. WEBER. So is there someone who interacts with the White
House kind of on a periodic basis or is it just you walk in there
and present a budget proposal to him?

Admiral FAGAN. We have a budget shop within the Coast Guard
that engages the Department and the administration and entities
as other organizations do as the budget process is developed.

Mr. WEBER. OK. Of course you know about the annual report
that says if your stated goals were modified to address “mission ac-
tivity gaps.” Is that addressed periodically or is that something you
all report with the GAO, back to GAO, on an annual basis? Or do
they monitor?

Maybe that is a question for Mr. Anderson.

Do you monitor that periodically?

Mr. ANDERSON. We monitor that when we have ongoing engage-
ments, looking at that within the scope of our work for Congress.
So as that comes up in our ongoing engagements that would be
something that would be reportable.

Mr. WEBER. OK.

And, Admiral Fagan, do you agree with that assessment? Do you
all have that kind of dialogue periodically?

Admiral FAGAN. I do, with regard to measures in the operational
planning process that we utilize. It very much is an ongoing
iterative discussion. We work with the Department, with GAO. The
goal is to be better at the end of each cycle than we were when
we started it.

Mr. WEBER. So they have stated that you have mission activity
gaps. Do you—“test” is not the right word—but do you monitor
that, do you come back and say, “Here is how you can address that
gap and how you can do it better”? Do you all have that kind of
interaction on a periodic basis?

Admiral FAGAN. Where there are gaps there is a very healthy
discussion of what the gaps are, how to make the measure more
reflective of performance in the mission set. And, again, it is very
much an ongoing and continuing conversation so that we have the
best, most reflective measures of performance available to our over-
seers and to the public.

Mr. WEBER. Other than not calling you all in here to testify to
too many hearings, how can Congress help you all make that goal?
In other words, close those gaps. How can we help you do that?
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Admiral FAGAN. So, generally, sometimes the gaps are a result
of how the performance measure is framed. Others can be a result
of not being the only entity that controls an outcome.

Congress has been exceptionally supportive of the Coast Guard
and of helping us to ensure that we are best meeting those per-
formance metrics and measures, and we look forward to continuing
an open and continuing dialogue with our overseers and with the
other governmental agencies that share that same

Mr. WEBER. And we appreciate that. Vice Admiral Karl Schultz
came to my district in Texas, the three coastal counties, after Hur-
ricane Harvey and just did an absolute—the Coast Guard just did
an absolute yeoman’s job. And I am not even sure that is accurate
enough. So we appreciate that.

Would you give us any suggestions, Admiral, as to—and I have
got about 1 minute left—how else we could help you?

Admiral FAGAN. Sir, this committee and Congress have been ex-
ceptionally supportive. We absolutely are committed to providing
the information the committee has asked for to enable the over-
sight and resourcing conversation that is so critical to the success
we achieved in Texas this past summer and the ongoing successes
in the mission sets around the country, sir. Thank you.

Mr. WEBER. You betcha.

All right, Mr. Chairman, I am going to yield back.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman.

I think what you have done, you have actually beat us down. We
know if we require more reports from you, we just won’t get them
in the future, so we won’t ask for any.

Ms. Plaskett is recognized.

Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

And first I want to just let everyone know how incredibly pleased
and grateful I am to be here on this subcommittee and to have my
first subcommittee hearing with Admiral Fagan.

Thank you so much for all that you and your men and women
of the Coast Guard did for the Virgin Islands. I have been grateful
for you even bringing me back home once or twice on some of your
vessels as I was trying to make my way back home during the
aftermath of Hurricanes Irma and Maria.

So the people of the Virgin Islands are enormously grateful to
you all for the work that you have done and continue to do on our
islands.

When I was looking at the GAO report one of the things that I
noted was a discussion about the use of more realistic asset per-
formance data. And they said that they reported “that the Coast
Guard’s strategic allocations of assets were based on unrealistic as-
sumptions about the performance capacity of its assets and did not
reflect asset condition and unscheduled maintenance.”

Can you talk just briefly about what your assessment of that por-
tion of the report means?

Admiral FAGAN. So we continually evaluate what type of per-
formance and effect we would be able to achieve with the assets
that we have assigned. And performance measures that we use for
the different asset types have served us well. There are some areas
GAO has pointed out, and we are looking at how to refine those
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measures to best reflect how the resources are able to perform in
the mission sets.

Ms. PLASKETT. Well, to me, in a best case for the Coast Guard
scenario, what this appears to me to mean is that you are trying
to outperform yourself on assets and with material that doesn’t
meet the needs of what you all would like to do, that you are push-
ing your people and maybe performing in a manner that out-
performs antiquated or old, you know, when they talk about un-
scheduled maintenance and the need for cutters that were 50 years
old and the cutters were hampered by mechanical failure require-
ments.

If, in fact, you had the assets that you needed and were the best
case scenario in terms of your budget allocations and the budgets
that we have given you, then you would be able to perform more
effectively. You know, as a parent that is what I would tell if my
kid got a bad grade and they said that about me. What do you
think?

Admiral FAGAN. So thank you.

Which is why we have undertaken the significant recapitaliza-
tion that we have of the Coast Guard. The legacy assets do experi-
ence increased maintenance days, and those are days that they are
not employed against the mission set.

The quicker we are able to bring the new assets online, I will
use, for example, particularly in the Virgin Islands and the Carib-
bean, the Fast Response Cutters that are being deployed into that
region are being deployed for great effect against some of the
threats and the mission set and are experiencing some significant
success.

Ms. PLASKETT. But as you talk about the fast cutters that are
being used, I know, in the Virgin Islands, how is the effectiveness
of that in comparison to the use of National Security Cutters or
Offshore Patrol Cutters or having a larger amount of cutters to be
able to meet the needs of what you see are the national security
threats in that region?

Admiral FAGAN. So the new modernized cutters, the National Se-
curity Cutters, operational, the OPCs [Offshore Patrol Cutters] and
the FRCs [Fast Response Cutters], are incredibly capable assets
that with other force packages, aircraft and small boats, increase
the effect that we are able to achieve in the mission sets. A Na-
tional Security Cutter, a day afloat on a National Security Cutter
provides a much larger impact than that same day afloat on a leg-
acy 378-foot High Endurance Cutter.

Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you.

And just in closing, do you have any report on the status of the
Coast Guard marine debris removal operations? I know there have
been recent Washington Post articles about the state of debris re-
moval in the Virgin Islands, and I know a lot of that is the Army
Corps of Engineers. But has the Coast Guard been deployed to as-
sist in moving those things directly off the island and are facing
regarding these activities within the Virgin Islands and Puerto
Rico, as well?

Admiral FAGAN. We were heavily involved under ESF-10 in a
number of spill responses and heavily involved in removal of rec-
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reational vessels. The larger debris removal I don’t have any infor-
mation on.

Ms. PLASKETT. OK. Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentlelady.

Mr. Graves, you are recognized.

Mr. GRAVES OF LOUISIANA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral, thank you very much for being here.

First issue. In August of 2016 the Coast Guard proposed a final
rule for TWIC [Transportation Worker Identification Credential]
card readers at certain facilities adjacent to waterways. We had
strong concerns that we spoke about in this committee room. We
had subsequent followup meetings with the Coast Guard on that.
And we are seeing inconsistent guidance coming out of the Coast
Guard to some of these facilities.

And just to give you a little background, I think you know this,
but you have a number o